Sociology played a major role in the reconstruction of European Jewry after 1945. It offered a putatively objective language, enabling Jews of different religious and political leanings to collaborate. With Jewish communities having been devastated by the war, policy makers now sought quantitative data regarding composition, orientation, and the needs of these populations. Through institutions, journals and conferences, American Jewish theories, and models were transferred to Europe, but were channelled for a distinct function. Demographic research and Jewish community centres were developed with the goal of locating and attracting 'marginal Jews' so as to reconnect them to community life. Jewish sociology in post-war Europe was part of a major effort towards reconstruction of Jewish communities; this effort was based on scientific methods and aimed at 'saving' all remaining Jews for the greater Jewish cause.
Introduction
On the 4th of November 1963 one of the leading British sociologists, Morris Ginsberg (1889 Ginsberg ( -1970 , addressed the Fourth Annual Assembly of the Standing Conference of European Jewish Community Services in Geneva. His task was nothing less than analysing the present situation of the European Jewish communities and formulating some sort of agenda for the future. Ginsberg, the Martin White Professor of Sociology at the London School of Economics pre-war period. I will argue that although the same methods and models were used as they had been in the United States, the European context resulted in a different focus. One aimed primarily at locating unaffiliated Jews in order to reconnect them to Jewish community life. This essay consists of three parts: it will first address the changing relations between Europe and the United States; it will then study the introduction and application of the model of the Jewish cultural centre all over Europe; finally, it will examine demographic and sociological research, centred around the case of Dutch Jewry.
American Jewry, Israel and Europe
The dramatic events of the 1940s altered the composition of world Jewry significantly. First, the Second World War and the Shoah decimated Europe's Jewish population, and many of the survivors fled to the United States and Palestine. Second, the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 affirmed the emergence of a new creative, intellectual and political centre within world Jewry. Finally, with the majority of the world's Jews now living in the United States, American Jewry was without question the dominant factor within the international Jewish population. Although American Jewry had established itself as a major block even before the war, in many respects Europe was still regarded as the centre of world Jewry. The major rabbis and yeshivot were found in Eastern Europe; likewise, Reform Jewry and scholarly research in the tradition of the Wissenschaft des Judentums had firm roots in Central Europe. Additionally, the headquarters of the World Zionist Organization had been established in London. After 1945 American Jewry had to step forth and replace Europe as a dominant centre, soon to be joined by Israel as a second Jewish centre. Europe however, transformed from centre to periphery, shifting dramatically from leading and initiating projects to serve world Jewry and into a recipient of aid, relief work, and guidance.3 Next to these acute changes in both demography and the geographic distribution of leading institutions, European Jews themselves underwent ideological reorientation. While before the Second World War the Zionist movement had been a vocal and often effective voice in the debate on 'the Jewish question' , even in its heyday it had never attracted more than a minority within European Jewish communities. A mixture of firm Jewish adherence to European nationalisms as well as Orthodox and Reform religious objections, prevented Zionism from becoming more than one amongst various minority voices in European Jewry.4 Once the war ended however, Zionism emerged as the dominant ideological frame for most of Europe's Jews. Zionist representatives established themselves firmly on the boards of Jewish community organizations. More importantly Zionist ideology changed the image of Europe from one of 'home' and into one of 'exile' . Pre-war Jewish enthusiasms for various other nationalisms were quickly supplanted by Jewish nationalism as the solution to the remaining 'Jewish question. ' The combination of ruined Jewish communities and the rise of Zionism turned Europe into an element of the Zionist doctrine of 'shelilat ha-galut,' the 'negation of the Diaspora.'5 Recent developments had demonstrated that Europe could no longer be 'home' to Jews and that, if they desired to retain their Jewish identity they needed to leave, preferably for Palestine/Israel. Given the dominance of Zionists in post-war European Jewish institutions their formal objective was, paradoxically, to reconstruct Jewish communal life in order to dissolve it soon thereafter. The reconstruction of continental European Jewry was driven by both a paucity of belief in a viable European future and an agenda of migration from peripheries to centres.
The three 'pillars' (in Diana Pinto's terminology) of America, Israel, and Europe each had its own role in the reconstruction of Jewish life on the continent. In recent decades the processes of reconstruction for various European Jewish communities have been extensively researched, leading to various comparative overviews. The role of sociology and sociologists, however, has thus far received little attention.9 Historiography tends to concentrate on the concrete shape that post-war communities assumed, rather than on the ideologies and methods that directed policy makers and institutions in their courses of action. Yet sociology functioned as a critically important common language by which nearly all participants in the reconstruction effort evaluated which policies would be most effective. As in other domains, American sociological models had tremendous influence, but the conditions of European Jewry resulted in various actors taking different directions. Weinman-Polaczek drew two major conclusions from her training in New York. First, she ascribed the lead of American Jewry over European Jewry, especially in the domain of social work, to the fact that the former held 'research' in such high esteem. All policy making whether on childcare or fundraising, was founded on proper sociological, psychological or economic research. Second, next to individual social-case work, American Jews had extensive social-group work. While myriad Jewish clubs and organizations had existed in pre-war Europe, nearly all had been private initiatives and lacked professionally trained social workers. Weinman-Polaczek was particularly impressed by the American phenomenon of 'Jewish community centres;' such clubs typically included a swimming pool, library, kosher restaurant and rooms for youth groups and social activities. The leader of the 'Jewish community centre,' usually a trained 'community organizer,' functioned as a central figure in the local community and was expected to help Jewish youth to grow in their right of self-determination and democratic principles.11
Sooner than expected both of Weinman-Polaczek's conclusions were adopted by European Jewish communities. Sociological research (including demography) enjoyed some status before the Second World War but had remained the initiative of individual scholars or scholarly associations.12 After 1945 Jewish institutions throughout Europe turned to sociologists to provide well-researched analyses to enhance proper policy making. Before the war, community leaders had been expected to know their flock well. In the postwar situation however, they lacked even most basic knowledge about the surviving Jewish population, including reliable information about how many Jews remained, where they lived, and how they related to their Jewish identity.
Claims against Germany, commonly known as the Claims Conference. The latter was established in 1951 in order to represent Diaspora Jewry next to Israel in negotiations with the Bundesrepublik Deutschland (bdr) on Wiedergutmachung. As a result, the Claims Conference administered distribution of reclaimed funds amounting to $60 billion. Instead of simply returning capital to various national Jewish communities, the Claims Conference decided in close collaboration with the Joint, to connect restitution to its own agenda. National Jewish communities could apply for funding, but only within the parameters set by the Claims Conference.13
From 1954 onward the spearhead of the Claims Conference's master plan for European Jewry, was the founding of Jewish community centres. This involved no less than half the Claims Conference overall budget and entailed deliberate transfer of a successful American Jewish concept to the European continent. One of the main reasons behind the success of this campaign for community centres was that it was highly researched and advocated by leading sociologists.
The Jewish community centre, with its roots in the late nineteenth century and growing out of local Young Men's Hebrew Associations and B'nai B'rith Lodges, became a dominant feature within twentieth-century American Jewry. The typical community centre was nondenominational and open to Jews of any persuasion, even as community centres-annex-synagogue entered the scene, starting with Mordecai Kaplan's reconstructionist 'Jewish center.' Rabbi Lionel Blue pointedly labelled the latter in Americanized Yiddish as 'shul mit a pool.' All community centres, as David Kaufman argued, had four characteristics in common:
'A "Jewish center" is (1) a service agency, offering a variety of activities and social benefits to its mainly Jewish constituents; (2) a communal gathering place, housed in centrally located building, and forming an integral part of the local Jewish neigborhood; (3) a unifying factor, open to all Jews of the community regardless of their religious affiliation or class status; and (4) By the middle of the century the Jewish community centre had developed into the main strategy in the suburbanization of American Jewry. The community centre was supposed to offer leisure and inspiration to Jews living in suburbia, allowing them to adjust to a modern lifestyle while retaining Jewish content. The 'father of American Jewish sociology' , Marshall Sklare, had, already, in his classic 1955 study on Conservative Judaism, portrayed the Conservative synagogue as being particularly attractive to middle-class American Jews, especially in its assuming 'house of assembly' aspects of Jewish community centres. His further sociological studies strengthened the case of Jewish community centres, integrating social activities, religious worship and education. According to Sklare, this new type of community building -in contrast to traditional synagogues, which often remained dominant in city centres -was successful for reasons related to changes in residential patterns and levels of acculturation, particularly in reconciling middle-class lifestyles with Judaism. 'Shul' and 'pool,' rather than being juxtaposed, were now connected.15 With Jewish community centres ascendant in the American suburbs, the model was chosen by the Joint and the Claims Conference to serve as blueprint for the reconstruction of European Jewish community life. Instead of pre-war synagogue-centred communities, these modern institutions were supposed to unify the various religious and political streams into one 'neutral' space. This unity discourse had practical incentives, as American aid organizations wished to deal with only one counterpart per country; moreover, the discourse was ideologically grounded in the Zionist doctrine of the unity of the Jewish people, despite the people's religious and political variegations. Community centres in the European context were supposed to decentre the synagogue, thereby constructing a unified 'secular' social and cultural Jewish identity that superseded religious divisions. 16 The often weak Jewish communities struggled to rebuild their institutions and synagogues and relied heavily on external funding. The Claims Conference's policy explicitly preferred the founding of community centres above rebuilding of pre-war synagogues, and the policy soon resulted in resounding Both the jdc and the Claims Conference strictly supervised the rapid spread of Jewish community centres across Europe. The jdc's Geneva headquarters served as the main centre from where the concept was implemented in Europe. Just as American Jews strove for closer collaboration on national levels, they also forced European Jews to collaborate within new transnational European Jewish structures. These Europe-wide structures were yet another innovation as compared to the pre-war situation.
Already in 1959 the jdc assembled its European Jewish partners in order to create a forum for community leaders reaching beyond national boundaries in order to exchange views and discuss common problems. The list of founding members reads as a 'who's who' of contemporary European Jewry, with names ranging from Heinz Galinski (Germany), Claude Kelman (France), H. Oscar Joseph (Great Britain) to, among others, Gunnar Josephson (Sweden), Astorre Mayer (Italy) and Léon Maiersdorf (Belgium). Initially the members met regularly, together with the jdc's country directors from throughout Europe. After five years in 1964, they formally founded the 'Standing Conference of European Jewish Community Services' , aimed at representing the central welfare organizations of the Jewish communities of Europe. The Standing Conference became formally independent from the Joint, but continued to coordinate its policies closely with the American allies-annex-sponsors.18
One of the main commissions of the Standing Conference concerned community centres. The progress of the concept's spread was monitored, models were shared and above all education was offered. As in the United States, the Although American Jewry's concept of the Jewish community centre was successfully exported to European Jewry, it served a markedly different function on the European continent. In the United States the rise of suburban Jewish community centres was part of an effort to Americanize Jewish community life, in order to connect Jews more fully to American national identity. American Jewish sociologists simultaneously described and prescribed patterns of articulating Jewish identity as integrally American. The language of the 'ethnic group' as proposed by the Chicago School sociologists, was widely adopted by Jewish sociologists, as it opened a way to both strengthen Jewish identity and present it as fully American. The assumption was that all Americans were members of subgroups, meaning that ethnic affiliation was a basic requirement of Americanness. A sociologically defined ethnic Jewish identity replaced preceding religious articulations of Judaism, just as American civic religion was de-Christianized in order to include Jews as well. The Jewish community centre, from this perspective, took its rightful position next to similar institutions for Irish, Italian, and other ethnic subgroups who together defined American social structure.21
The American Jewish community centre, thus, was characterized by the attempt to restructure Jewish life to better fit into the social fabric of society. Its European sister however, was directed not outwards but inwards. Instead of self-conscious repositioning in society, the European Jewish community centre was part of an attempt to connect the remaining Jews, who were spread throughout society. The European Jewish community centre, typically was presented as one of the instruments by which to reach unaffiliated and even assimilated Jews. The traditional synagogue as the central Jewish space attracted only the religious core group, whereas the community centre was intended to reach a much broader group of Jews. It is precisely here that we encounter the main difference between American and European Jewish sociology in the post-war era. American Jewish sociologists successfully helped in fashioning an American vocabulary of Jewishness, one aimed at rendering Jews and Judaism more respectable in the public domain. European Jewish sociologists however, were instead part of an agenda often described as kiruv rehokim, 'bringing in those who are far.' Originally, this phrase had been employed in the pre-war period by the Ultra-Orthodox Agudas Yisroeil movement, as expression of its attempts to attract non-Orthodox Jews to a more religious lifestyle. After the war the expression was widely adopted by European Jewish community leaders, Zionists, and Orthodox and Reform Jews alike, and was intended to bring unaffiliated Jews into closer contact with Jewish community life. Locating and finding ways to attract the rehokim was one of the incentives for demographic and sociological research commanded by Jewish institutions.22
Locating the 'Marginal Jew'
Weinman-Pollaczek argued that American Jewry had a lead over European Jews because of the central place reserved for research in the process of policy making. Pre-war Europe and especially the German-Jewish community, already knew a significant tradition of sociological research. The lists of participants of these Brussels conferences demonstrate the close connection between academic research and Jewish community life. Leading scholars from throughout Europe and from Israel -including Roberto Bachi, Abraham Moles, Hans Guth, Sergio DellaPergola, Moshe Davis and Doris Bensimon -met with community leaders, jdc representatives, (chief) rabbis, Jewish politicians and directors of Jewish community centres. In short, Jewish sociology was not a discipline solely aimed at increasing academic knowledge, but rather one that primarily served the best interests of Jewish leaders, aid organisations, and community workers.27
Among those present were representatives and researchers of the various demographic studies commissioned by official Jewish bodies such as the Board of Deputies of British Jews. The 'Committee for the Demography of the Jews in the Netherlands' was represented at the conferences by several of its members. Here I will single out the case of Dutch Jewry, as it is exemplary for post-war European developments at large. Before the war demographic and sociological research on the 140,000-people-strong Jewish community of the Netherlands had never been commissioned by the leading body, the Nederlands Israëli-tisch Kerkgenootschap. Individuals such as the Amsterdam socialist politician Emanuel Boekman were the first to acquire demographic data on Dutch Jewry, with information varying from basic population numbers to measurements of religious adherence and social practices. Boekman's research method was one of studying Jews as part of Dutch society at large, with much attention given to comparisons with other religious subgroups such as Protestants and Catholics.28 The objective of the study was 'to know the number of Jews and the composition of the Jewish population, in order to efficiently rebuild Jewish social work in the Netherlands and to be prepared for future needs.' Specific mention was made of long-term planning for orphanages, schools, elderly homes, and social-cultural work. The results published after two years of research found a total of 23,723 Jews in the Netherlands -including 3,100 Jews living in mixed marriage -and sketched an overall sombre outlook for the future. No less than 42 percent of the Jewish population were non-paying members of one of the three Jewish denominations -the nik, the Portuguese Israelite Denomination and the Reform community -and thus were not involved in the 'inner circle' of community life. A sharp decrease in the number of births, coupled with continuing emigration and growing overrepresentation of the elderly, suggested above all that prioritization be given to development of policies for extension of elderly homes.31 Despite such bleak findings some found the overall tone of the final report overly optimistic. The University of Amsterdam economist and Zionist leader Salomon Kleerekoper qualified the study 'a dangerous guide for planning of Jewish social work.' He claimed that the researchers had lost themselves in sociological differentiations and foregone the objective of developing a practical agenda for the near future. In particular according to Kleerekoper, the problematic question of 'who is a Jew' had been defined too broadly, resulting in an inflated number of Dutch Jews.32 25 January 1952, 15-20 Nonetheless, as was the case with Jewish community centres, Wijnberg's application of these models was 'Europeanized' in the course of the research. Wijnberg did not restrict his focus to demography, as had the preceding 1956 study, but delved deeper into the change of attitudes in post-war Amsterdam Jewry. He acquired and analysed data on Jewish marriage patterns, religious adherence, circumcision, celebration of Jewish and Christian holidays, participation in Jewish community structures, and perceptions of the State of Israel. He concluded that no less than 50 to 70 percent of Jews in the Netherlands could be labelled as 'marginal Jews' , a term which in his opinion, was not just a social-scientific label but also a psychological diagnosis.
The concept of the 'marginal Jew' can be traced to the 1926 'marginal man' theory of Robert Ezra Park, which aimed to describe people of mixed ethnic or racial adherence. A marginal person was someone who lived in two different societies and in whose personality the two conflicting subgroup identities melted.38 In the 1940's and 1950's American Jewish sociologists applied Park's theory to the Jewish case, often in an optimistic tone of describing Jewish-American symbiosis.39 In contrast, in the work of the German Jewish immigrant and Zionist Kurt Lewin (a leading social psychologist of the time), the term 'marginal Jew' carried a more pessimistic overtone. In his 1948 Resolving Social Conflicts, Lewin argued that Jews in modern society needed to have a distinct space wherein they could be on their own. Historically Jews had formed their own corporate 'Jewish Nation' -also in the State of Israelwhere they were among themselves; now however, European and American Jews were in danger. Those who were unconnected to Jewish community life would suffer loneliness, resulting in doubt, psychological problems and insecurity. Jews outside the borders of the community were perceived by outsiders as Jews, yet in reality they were on their own. They were 'marginal Jews,' as they did not truly belong to either the Jewish community or the outside Gentile world. 40 Wijnberg The religious language of rehokim, 'those who are far' from Judaism, was replaced by the sociologic qualification of 'marginal Jews' with a psychological diagnosis attached. The incentive was clear: unaffiliated Jews were in danger of losing their Jewish identity, while Jewish communities had lost their relevance and influence for significant numbers of Jews. Sociological research such as Wijnberg's was intended to result in new strategies for reconnecting the 'marginal Jews' to communal life and thereby 'curing' them of their condition. Wijnberg however, assembled an impressive set of valuable data, yet failed to offer Jewish policy makers a clear set of instruments by which to reconnect the rehokim. No doubt this was because of his primary definition of Jewish identity: only a religious and/or Zionist understanding and practice was deemed to offer a fullfledged, coherent system of meaning. Cultural expressions of Jewish identity in his analysis could serve to reconnect some 'marginal Jews' to the real corenamely Jewish religiosity -but could not offer any distinct, self-sufficient articulation of Jewish identity. It was only in the next decade that cultural forms of Judaism positioned themselves as independent of, and often in opposition to, religious and Zionist definitions of Jewish identity.42
The role of sociology, and the Jewish community centre as its 'best practice' for reconnecting 'marginal Jews' to the religious base, were surely major reasons that criticisms such as Henk Berkhof's (in the case of Dutch Protestantism) were scarcely voiced.43 While Orthodox leaders and rabbis preferred religious discourse over sociological terminology, they saw sociologists as allies both in the fight against assimilation and in the daunting efforts to rebuild European Jewry out of the ashes. Most European Orthodox Jews cooperated freely with American aid organisations such as the jdc, although some concentrated on rebuilding and reorganising their own subgroup structures rather 41 Wijnberg than on expending energy working with overarching 'secular' organisations. They were assisted by a strictly Orthodox organisation, the Vaad Hatzalah, an American group which focused on yeshivot and religious infrastructure. While the Vaad Hatzalah's objective and target group were somewhat different, in most of its methods the organisation mirrored the jdc. Indeed, the two American organisations cooperated frequently in their efforts to help European Jews.44 Sociology thereby afforded a zone of contact rather than of conflict for the various branches of European Jewry.
Conclusion
After 1945 sociology became an unavoidable force in the reconstruction of continental European Jewish communities. First, it was perceived as an objective methodology that offered a shared language across the borders of religious and ideological divisions. As such it was part of an effort to create a united European Jewish body, as contrasted with the pre-war divisions between Orthodox, Reform, and secular Jews, and between Zionists, anti-Zionists, and European nationalists. Second, sociology was supposed to offer crucial quantitative data, especially regarding the composition, orientation, and needs of Jewish populations that could be used for policy making. In contrast to the pre-war period, when the leadership was supposed to know community members sufficiently well, scholarly research primarily of a sociological nature now became the prerequisite for all new policies. Third, for sociological methods and sociologically well-founded 'best practices' European Jewry took American Jewry as its example. American Jewish organisations, notably the jdc, advocated the decentring of synagogues in favour of Jewish community centres, scientific training of social staff, and close collaboration between European Jewish leadership and structures. Fourth, the transfer of American-Jewish models to Europe highlighted the specifics of the respective conditions of American and European Jews. Whereas sociology and sociologically founded 'best practices' in the United States were part of an effort to modernize and Americanize Jewish communities, in Europe the main objective was not integration but segregation. Demographic research, just as much as Jewish community centres, aimed at locating and attracting rehokim, sociologically redefined as 'marginal Jews' , so as to reconnect them to Jewish community life and in particular to facilitate emigration to Israel. Jewish sociology in post-war Europe was part of a major effort to reconstruct and rebuild Jewish communities, an effort that was based on scientific methods and that aimed at 'saving' all remaining Jews for the greater Jewish cause.
